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Abstract
The purpose of this study is to determine if there is a difference in social desirability bias (SDB)
and marital satisfaction (MS) among ministry workers living in the United States who work more
than their stated hours per week and those who do not work more than their stated hours. After
introducing the topic by looking at the problem, along with its background, theoretical
framework, and significance, a literature review was conducted. This review examined the
current body of research on MS, ministry workers, ministry hours, and SDB. The literature
review found that the goal of the dissertation is significant because no similar research has been
conducted although it has been called for and is needed. No other design has specifically
conducted an independent samples t-test that examined SDB and MS among a population of
ministry workers living in the United States. Following the literature review, research methods of
the research study were summarized, such as design, research questions, hypothesis,
instrumentation, participant selection, and data analysis. The research design of the dissertation
was an independent samples t-test because the differences between two different groups
(ministry workers who work excess hours and ministry workers who do not work excess hours)
were analyzed. In the end, it was found that there was no difference in either SDB or MS
between the two different groups. Because of this, it was recommended that further research be
conducted.
Keywords: marital satisfaction, ministry workers, social desirability bias, ministry hours
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Chapter One: Introduction
Overview
The goal of this dissertation is to determine to what degree social desirability bias (SDB)
affects the marital satisfaction (MS) of Christian ministry workers living in the United States, as
moderated by ministry hours worked per week. This topic was chosen because of historical and
theoretical findings (Williams & Harvey, 2002). The topic was also selected because of gaps in
the research (Cousineau et al., 2007). The study is significant due to its implications for the
future of Christian ministries based in United States (US). The purpose of the study is to show
that while social expectations could negatively impact MS and ministry work, there is hope for
the future of ministry marriages (Drumm et al., 2017).
Background
Recent evidence suggests that there is a tendency within the subculture of Christians in
the US to mispresent the true nature of religious families (Ginsberg, 2016). While traditional
family advocates seem to believe that a faith-based nuclear family is the only condition needed
to have a healthy family system, some scholars disagree (Perry & Whitehead, 2016). Instead,
Koontz (2015) asserts that a fundamentally religious family structure may be detrimental for the
people who are involved in it. Simonic et al. (2013) go further by outlining the dangers of
religious and spiritual abuse in this type of family system. Though high levels of abuse likely
only exist in extreme cases, there is further evidence that a traditionally Christian family
structure may produce a desire to perform for social expectations (Drumm et al., 2017).
Those who live in the Christian subculture of the US, particularly those who work in
ministries, may be more susceptible to SDB (Drumm et al., 2017). In their book that relays
personal accounts and ministry research, Williams and Harvey (2002) affirm this fact, stating
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that pastors and their spouses are particularly scrutinized for every public action they commit,
which can create a desire to perform rather than to be honest. In more recent scholarly research,
Drumm et al. (2017) found that pastors and their families are expected to act in certain ways to
make sure that the reputation of the church is kept intact. People who work in ministry may tend
to behave in ways that they believe to be socially acceptable rather than acting in authenticity
(Drumm et al., 2017). Secular research assumes that this performance for social expectations is
one reason why the marriages of ministry workers are not openly discussed in the Christian
subculture of the US: because pastors and their families are always expected to act perfect
(Ginsberg, 2016).
An alternative explanation of why the marriages of ministry workers are not prioritized in
the Christian community of the US is that ministry workers are already so overrun with outside
problems that they do not or cannot make time for self-care (Fallon et al., 2013). Spencer et al.
(2012) and Fallon et al. (2013) found that work overload among pastors can lead to ministry
burnout and marital problems. Conversely, healthy relationships, such as strong marriages, can
improve ministry satisfaction and productiveness (Pickett et al., 2017). For these reasons, selfcare and relationship care are important for those in the ministry (Prevost, 2016). However,
historically, in the evangelical culture of the US, the topic of Christian marital enrichment has
not been specifically directed at ministry workers (Parrot & Parrot, 2015).
During the time frame of the 1990s to the 2020s, Christian scholars from the United
States often blamed no-fault divorce for the poor quality of marriages in the US (Balswick &
Balswick, 2014). By the statistics, no-fault divorce did take a toll on the country’s marriage rate
(Kennedy & Ruggles, 2014). However, findings from researchers outside the Christian
evangelical mainstream demonstrated that no-fault divorce merely exposed previously concealed
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issues, such as unhappy and even harmful marriages (Ginsberg, 2016). Experts who are not in
Christian evangelical circles assert that marital problems have always been—and continue to
be—common among fundamental religious subcultures because of their core beliefs, including
conforming to social expectations by hiding unhealthy marital elements and mandating rigid
gender roles (Perry & Whitehead, 2016). It has been said that the gender roles are maintained in
response to social pressures although these expectations can put a strain on the relationship
(Koontz, 2015). Christian writers like Garland (2012) and Kostenberger and Jones (2010),
counter this narrative by purporting that outside stressors, such as the expansion of secularism in
the US, a drop in church attendance, and the general demands of a fast-paced culture, have
lowered the marital quality of Christians in the US, especially among the younger generation.
Nonetheless, non-Christian scholars, like Duba et al. (2012), assert that the very tenets of
religious culture can reduce MS among Christian couples or, at the very least, downplay its
importance. This was seen in the study done by Duba et al. (2012), which involved over 30
senior Christian couples from a particular town in the southern region of the United States. This
design found that the couples were more likely to remain married out of religious obligation
rather than because of their satisfaction with the relationship (Duba et al., 2017). In response to a
reduction in MS, Christian experts have produced marital enrichment programs (Chapman,
2014).
Enrichment curriculum for Christian marriages has been created and available for couples
during the time period between the 1990s and the 2020s (Eggerichs, 2004). Moreover, few of
these programs directly addressed ministry workers, a population that has been traditionally held
in high regard within the faith; a vast majority of the programs are for the general evangelical
population (Parrot & Parrot, 2015). This model of curriculum has seemingly created a top-down
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educational model within the Christian culture of the US, which makes it difficult for ministry
leaders to be transparent about their personal lives (Drumm et al., 2017). However, when
ministry workers are not honest about their struggles, this can lead to either distrust or false
pretense among their followers (Ginsberg, 2016). Distrust makes ministry ineffective while false
pretense reinforces social expectations of perfection (Drumm et al., 2017). Performing for social
expectations creates a spiral of hiding personal problems and not addressing relational issues
(Perry & Whitehead, 2016). It is possible that the social expectations of ministry workers having
no personal struggles have skewed the field of ministry research, especially when it comes to MS
(Johnson, 2012).
In addition to the rise of marital enrichment curriculum in during the time period between
the 1990s and the 2020s, a few limited studies were published that explored the state of marriage
within ministry based in the United States, including some that examined the marriages of
ministry leaders, like those done by Hyun and Shin (2010) and Kim et al. (2016). However, both
research designs were performed with populations entirely from South Korea and used openended data collection procedures (Hyun & Shin, 2010; Kim et al., 2016). Another study only
focused on pastors’ spouses and did not focus on specific factors that impacted MS (Johnson,
2012). The research design that inspired this dissertation by calling for the MS of ministry
workers to be further explored was incomplete because it did not solely focus on MS (Cousineau
et al., 2007). All the previously mentioned studies lacked diversity in participants and did not
control for SDB, which is an important factor when working with ministry populations from the
US (Drumm et al., 2017).
To sum up, performing for social expectations is known to be tendency of those who
work in ministries within the United States (Drumm et al., 2017). These performances prompt
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ministry workers to conceal personal problems, such as marital struggles, because they want to
avoid social disappointment (Ginsberg, 2016; Perry & Whitehead, 2016). While most scholars
agree that marriage in the US, especially among religious populations, is not in an ideal state,
there are various opinions as to why this is the case. Christian researchers assert that outside
factors, such as the secularization of society and work stress, are to blame (Balswick &
Balswick, 2014; Kostenberger & Jones, 2010). When it comes to ministry work, there are
pressures that can lead to burnout (Fallon et al., 2013; Spencer et al., 2012). However, ministry
burnout can be mitigated by proper self-care, which includes a healthy marital relationship
(Pickett et al., 2017; Prevost, 2016). Nonetheless, despite this fact, Christian marriage
enrichment curriculum, for the most part, does not specifically focus on the marriages of ministry
workers (Parrot & Parrot, 2015). Similarly, while there have been studies conducted on the MS
of ministry populations, these research designs have been inadequate and lacking (Hyun & Shin,
2010; Kim et al., 2016). One of these studies inspired this dissertation to be launched (Cousineau
et al., 2007).
Problem Statement
As previously seen, although MS and SDB are important elements to study in the
population of ministry workers from the United States, previous research has been inadequate in
this endeavor. The cornerstone design that inspired this dissertation to be conducted examined
the MS and the personalities of missionary couples from the United States, but it self-admittedly
focused too heavily on the personality aspects of the design, which is why the authors called for
expanded research on the MS of ministry workers (Cousineau et al., 2007). An early study,
which is now outdated, examined the MS of pastors and their wives from the US but neglected
the use of empirically validated instruments (Booth et al., 1995). The research article that was
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likely the closest to what this dissertation intends to do lacked racial diversity, age diversity, and
control for SDB (Hyun & Shin, 2010). The same could be said for the article by Kim et al.
(2016). Two other studies, authored by Drumm et al. (2017) and Johnson (2012), while
informative for the dissertation, focused solely on the spouses of ministry workers. Other
literature, such as the designs authored by Francies et al. (2013), Pickett et al. (2017), Prevost
(2016), and Spencer et al. (2012), has primarily focused on the effects of ministry work stress on
the marital relationship or the impact of the marriage on ministry work without specifically
focusing on MS or SDB. Nonetheless, these contributions demonstrate how a healthy ministry
worker marriage can have positive effects on their ministry work, which justifies the need for
this dissertation (Francis et al., 2013; Pickett et al., 2017; Prevost, 2016; Spencer et al., 2012).
Therefore, the problem is that where there could be both undetected concerns and hidden
benefits within the marriages of ministry workers, especially since social expectations could play
a major role, scholarly literature has not adequately studied them. These gaps in the literature
have given rise to the purpose of this dissertation.
Purpose Statement
The purpose of this study is to investigate if there is a difference in the SDB and the MS
of Christian ministry workers who work excess ministry hours and those who do not work excess
hours. One group will consist of Christian ministry workers who work more ministry hours than
is stated in their job descriptions. Another group will consist of Christian ministry workers who
do not work more than their stated hours. Using data from online survey research, which was
collected from participants who were in heterosexual marriages and who worked in US-based
Christian ministries, an independent samples t-test was conducted. SDB was measured by the
Limited Disclose (LD) scale of the Personal and Relationships Profile (PRP). Ministry hours
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worked per week was measured by an occupational questionnaire. Further, MS was measured by
Couples Satisfaction Index 32 (CSI-32).
Significance of the Study
This dissertation will add to the fields of social science research and ministry research;
the dissertation may also contain significant implications for the future of ministries that are
based in the US. This research design built upon existing knowledge by exploring the effects that
SDB has on ministry hours worked per week, the impacts that SDB has on the MS of ministry
workers from the United States, and the outcomes that ministry hours worked per week have on
the MS of this population. The dissertation is significant for ministries that are based in the US
because previous research has indicated an important link between the quality of ministry work
and the quality of the ministry workers’ marriages (Francis et al., 2013; Pickett et al., 2017;
Prevost, 2016; Spencer et al., 2012). Ministry stress can have detrimental impacts on the
workers’ marriages, but healthy marriages can improve the performance of ministry workers
(Fallon et al., 2013; Francis et al., 2013; Pickett et al., 2017; Prevost, 2016; Spencer et al., 2012).
Therefore, this information has informed the development of the research questions.
Research Questions
RQ1: Is there a difference in the average SDB scores, as measured by the LD scale of the
PRP, between ministry workers from the US who work excess ministry hours and those who do
not work excess ministry hours?
RQ2: Is there a difference in the average MS scores, as measured by the CSI-32, between
ministry workers from the US who work excess ministry hours and those who do not work
excess ministry hours?
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Definitions
1. Marital Satisfaction (MS) – According to the CSI-32, MS is mutual happiness in a
relationship between two people who are married to each other, as demonstrated by time
spent together, connection and collaboration with each other, and depth of intimacy with
one another (Funk & Rogge, 2007).
2. Ministry Hours Worked Per Week – The body of literature defines this as the amount of
time a worker spends laboring in a ministry environment, as well as at home, during a 7day period (Fallon et al., 2013; Pickett et al., 2017; Prevost, 2016; Spencer et al., 2012).
3. Ministry Worker – Scholars define this as any individual who is a full-time or part-time
employee of a church or parachurch ministry based in the United States (Cousineau et al.,
2007; Fallon et al., 2013; Pickett et al., 2017; Prevost, 2016; Spencer et al., 2012;
Williams & Harvey, 2002).
4. Social Desirability Bias (SDB) – Researchers define this as the tendency for a survey
respondent to answer in such a way that would please most people in their cultural or
social group rather than in a way that honestly reflects their true feelings or circumstances
(Bergen & Labonte, 2019; Camerini & Schulz, 2018; Fernández-González et al., 2013;
Jaspaert & Vervaeke, 2014; Persson & Solevid, 2014; Visschers et al., 2017).
5. Excess Ministry Work Hours – In the literature, excess ministry work hours are defined as
hours that are worked beyond the required hours in the employee’s job description
(Cousineau et al., 2007; Fallon et al., 2013; Pickett et al., 2017; Prevost, 2016; Spencer et
al., 2012; Williams & Harvey, 2002).
6. Lurking Variables – Variables that were not specifically addressed in research but could
have secretly impacted the results (Warner, 2013).
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Summary
The purpose of this dissertation is to determine what impact SDB, as measured by the LD
scale of the PRP, has on ministry hours worked per week and on the MS of ministry workers
living in the US, as measured by the CSI-32; additionally, the dissertation intends to analyze the
impact that ministry hours worked per week has on MS (Funk & Rogge, 2007; Straus et al.,
2010). This research design should exist because social expectations can be unhealthy motivators
among ministry workers residing in the United States (Drumm et al., 2017; Williams & Harvey,
2002). Similarly, there may be hidden marital problems among ministry workers (Ginsberg,
2016; Koontz, 2015; Perry & Whitehead, 2016; Simonic et al., 2013). Such concealed concerns
can be detrimental to ministry work (Drumm et al., 2017; Williams & Harvey, 2002).
Conversely, healthy marriages among ministry workers can provide benefits for the ministries
(Fallon et al., 2013; Pickett et al., 2017; Prevost, 2016; Spencer et al., 2012). Further, the marital
quality of ministry workers from the US is a gap in current literature due to previously
inadequate research designs (Booth et al., 1995; Cousineau et al., 2007; Francis et al., 2013;
Hyun & Shin, 2010; Johnson, 2012; Kim et al., 2016; Pickett et al., 2017; Prevost, 2016; Spencer
et al., 2012). The current study hopes to help both the social sciences and ministry fields by
looking into how levels of SDB and MS specifically impact ministries.
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Chapter Two: Literature Review
Overview
The purpose of the dissertation is to determine the effect of SDB on ministry hours
worked per week, the effect of SDB on MS, and the impact of ministry hours worked per week
on MS. In this pursuit, a conceptual framework of these issues was developed; in the
development, it was found that ministry populations living in the US are susceptible to SDB and
that the relational quality of marriages of ministry workers from the United States is often
overlooked (Drumm et al., 2017; Johnson 2012; Williams & Harvey, 2002). This exploration
also involved a review of the early and current literature on the variables of MS, SDB, and
ministry hours worked per week (Dush & Taylor, 2012; Jaspaert & Vervaeke, 2014; Persson &
Solevid, 2014). Various definitions of MS, SDB, and ministry hours worked per week were
examined so that comprehensive understandings of these variables could be conceptualized
(Barton et al., 2014; Gottman & Gottman, 2017; Kim et al., 2016; Visschers et al., 2017).
Additionally, the relationships among these variables, as seen in the literature, were summarized
(Barton et al., 2014; Gottman & Gottman, 2017; Kim et al., 2016; Visschers et al., 2017). This
review of the literature revealed a gap in the literature: research designs involving SDB and MS
with ministry workers from the United States (Cousineau et al., 2007).
Conceptual Framework
Experts in the ministry field have said that those who claim to be able to help others
should be willing to be helped in the weaker areas of their lives (Drumm et al., 2017; Williams &
Harvey, 2002). However, there is some evidence that ministry workers in the US may not be
completely honest about the state of their marriages (Ginsberg, 2016; Koontz, 2015; Perry &
Whitehead, 2016). This could be because the peers of ministry workers expect ministry workers
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to have perfect lives (Drumm et al., 2017; Williams & Harvey, 2002). The marital quality of
ministry workers from the US is an important issue because when those who are tasked with
helping people in need do not feel like it is safe for them to be honest about shortcomings, this
can be detrimental to the quality of ministry work (Cousineau et al., 2007; Fallon et al., 2013;
Prevost, 2016). To date, no empirical study has explored the interconnections between MS and
SDB among a population of ministry workers from the United States.
Research on the population of ministry workers living in the US has investigated the
effects of ministry hours worked per week (Fallon et al., 2013; Pickett et al., 2017; Prevost,
2016; Spencer et al., 2012). These findings have given rise to the theory that increased ministry
hours can lead to career burnout when not mitigated by self-care (Fallon et al., 2013; Pickett et
al., 2017; Prevost, 2016; Spencer et al., 2012). One such aspect of self-care is interpersonal
relationships, especially the marriage of the ministry worker (Fallon et al., 2013; Pickett et al.,
2017; Prevost, 2016; Spencer et al., 2012). However, none of these studies specifically analyzed
the impact that ministry hours worked per week has on the MS of a population of ministry
workers from the United States.
A survey of the marital quality of ministry workers has been previously called for by
Cousineau et al. (2007) in their study of 158 missionaries, who were administered the 16
Personality Factor Questionnaire (16PFQ) and the Marital Satisfaction Inventory (MSI). The
results of this design showed a weak relationship between low MS among the missionary
couples, as shown in the MSI scores, and recommendation of missionary supervisors to seek out
self-care before returning to their respective mission fields (Cousineau et al., 2007). However,
their findings also showed that missionaries who possessed certain personalities, as indicated by
the 16PFQ scores, were typically recommended to return to their duties, which could suggest an
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element of SDB (Cousineau et al., 2007). Such bias could have warped the overall results of the
study (Cousineau et al., 2007). Even though the researchers of this study could not reasonably
report a strong correlation between marital satisfaction and career gratification, the scholars
acknowledged that their work may have been too focused on the personality assessment and may
have been negatively affected by possible response bias, which prevented them from being able
to produce reliable data on MS (Cousineau et al., 2007). Additionally, the authors of the design
self-admitted that the small sample of married couples in their study could have been a further
limiting factor and called for future research to be conducted on the relationship between
ministry work and MS (Cousineau et al., 2007). Further, the Cousineau et al. (2007) study used
correlation rather than an independent samples t-test, which the dissertation intends to use.
Related Literature
In a review of both current and earlier literature, information was found on the cultural
conceptualizations of MS, factors impacting MS, definitions of ministry hours worked per week,
results of ministry hours, and the existence of SDB in certain types of studies (Dush & Taylor,
2012; Fallon et al., 2013; Jaspaert & Vervaeke, 2014). After looking at the broad variables of
MS, ministry hours, and SDB, more specific aspects were explored, such as previous research
designs that explored the interconnections among MS, ministry hours, and SDB (Francis et al.,
2013; Gottman & Gottman, 2017; Kim et al., 2016; Visschers et al., 2017). Some of these studies
were helpful to inform the direction of the dissertation, but many of them were unable to fill the
gap in the literature that has been previously described. As a result, the literature review
strengthened the structure of the dissertation and provided further evidence for the necessity of
the dissertation.
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Cultural Conceptualizations of Marital Satisfaction
Previous academic research from various cultures, both current and early, has defined MS
in various ways. One of these broad definitions is consistently positive resolution of conflict.
Babcock et al. (2013), Barton et al. (2014), and Gottman and Gottman (2017) say that this occurs
when both marital partners are satisfied, receive equal outcomes, practice active listening, do not
verbally attack each other, and think the best of one another. Another definition of MS is
personality compatibility, which is measured by empirical assessments that are designed to test
the severity of negative interactions between various personality tendencies (Ben-Ari & Lavee,
2005; Burgess et al., 2015). However, a more widespread conceptualization of MS is friendship,
kinship, and positive balance of roles between husband and wife (Chen & Li, 2012). This
conceptualization includes the desire to spend quality time together and a sense of shared
purpose between partners (Chen & Li, 2012). A common extension of this definition is the
sharing of value between partners, especially cultural and religious values (Chi et al., 2013; Cruz
et al., 2014).
Globally, cultures tend to differ in their specific conceptualizations of MS. Although it is
a broad generalization, Caucasian cultures in North America and Europe are more likely to focus
on conflict resolution, positive communication, and personality compatibility (Babcock et al.,
2013; Barton et al., 2014; Gottman & Gottman, 2017). However, Eurocentric cultural
conceptualizations of MS could be confounded by gender expectations (Gabriel et al., 2010;
Yucel & Koydemir, 2015). Conversely, Asian- and Latin-based cultures are more likely to
emphasize the balance of roles and the sharing of values between spouses (Bravo & Martinez,
2017; Chen & Li, 2012; Chi et al., 2013; Cruz et al., 2014). Nonetheless, most cultures seem to
agree that friendship and kinship are important elements in MS (Babcock et al., 2013; Barton et
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al., 2014; Chen & Li, 2012; Chi et al., 2013). Because of these facts, it is important that the
dissertation uses MS instrumentation that is culturally inclusive and not biased toward one
culture’s definition of MS. To produce accurate results, as informed by the literature, the
empirical instrument that was used to measure the MS of the respondents must test MS
according to multicultural guidelines rather than ethnocentric standards.
Definition of Ministry Hours Worked Per Week
Previous research on ministry work based in the United States has interpreted the amount
of ministry hours worked per week as aligning with traditional US definitions (Cousineau et al.,
2007; Hyun & Shin, 2010; Kim et al., 2016). Because the literature has classified ministry
workers as either part-time or full-time, ministry hours worked per week typically ranges from
20 hours to 40 hours (Cousineau et al., 2007; Hyun & Shin, 2010; Kim et al., 2016). However,
there are some cases where ministry workers might log 50 to 60 hours per week due to the
demands of their positions (Cousineau et al., 2007; Hyun & Shin, 2010; Kim et al., 2016).
Most research designs contained questions about the number of hours worked per week
as well as the type of organization that was worked in, but some scholars also included questions
about the content of the hours worked (Cousineau et al., 2007; Hyun & Shin, 2010; Kim et al.,
2016). A ministry worker from the United States could be employed by a church, a mission
board, a relief network, a charitable organization, an outreach program, or an informational
group (Cousineau et al., 2007; Hyun & Shin, 2010; Kim et al., 2016). Therefore, ministry hours
worked per week could consist of studying for sermons, delivering messages to congregations,
meeting with congregants, counseling parishioners, preaching the Gospel, delivering supplies,
providing medical care, dispersing information, and teaching doctrine (Cousineau et al., 2007;
Hyun & Shin, 2010; Kim et al., 2016).
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To assess the number of ministry hours worked per week, previous research usually
provided ranges of hours and asked participants to choose the best fit (Cousineau et al., 2007;
Hyun & Shin, 2010; Kim et al., 2016). Respondents were also asked to describe the type of
organization they were employed by (Cousineau et al., 2007; Hyun & Shin, 2010; Kim et al.,
2016). These elements will inform this current dissertation.
Scholarly Examination of Factors That Impact Marital Satisfaction
The common practice of previous researchers has been to test MS by examining the
elements that have positive and negative effects on MS (Barton et al., 2014; Gottman &
Gottman, 2017). These factors include positive areas like interpersonal interactions, behavioral
alterations, and work-life balance as well as negative elements like childhood wounds and
current negative behaviors (Barton et al., 2014; Burgess et al., 2015). After basic demographic
questionnaires that inquire about age, culture, and marital status, most studies that analyze MS in
various populations ask the respondents how a certain issue has affected their marriage or what
elements they perceive to have the most influence over their marital relationship (Babcock et al.,
2013; Barton et al., 2014; Chi et al., 2013). However, as a result of the literature review, it was
found that this method was not always the most reliable approach to examining MS, especially in
populations that are prone to SDB (Ricciardi et al., 2015; Witherow et al., 2016).
Positive Effects on MS
A common way that previous researchers have tested MS in various populations is to ask
couples how various positive effects impact their MS for the better (Barton et al., 2014; Gottman
& Gottman, 2017). These positive elements include healthy interactions between the spouses,
attempts to change undesirable behaviors, and choices to make responsible boundaries between
work and family (Barton et al., 2014; Burgess et al., 2015). In some studies, the participating
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couples were able to identify what was helpful for their MS without being given options to
choose from (Barton et al., 2014; Gottman & Gottman, 2017). However, in other research
designs, the correlation between the positive variables and the variable of MS was tested by
specifically inquiring about how various positive elements impacted the respondents’ marital
functioning (Barton et al., 2014; Gottman & Gottman, 2017). This latter type of research design
was much more common and might have led to biased results (Barton et al., 2014; Gottman &
Gottman, 2017).
Interpersonal Interactions. In the literature, there are several different definitions, from
several different cultural perspectives, of positive interpersonal interactions within the context of
marriage (Barton et al., 2014). Some scholars define positive interactions as the presence of
secure attachment in both marital partners, which is the confidence that someone’s spouse will
not abandon them and does not define their self-worth (Ben-Ari & Lavee, 2005; Burgess et al.,
2015). Other researchers assert that the giving of positive affirmations, or any statements spoken
between intimate partners that encourage or praise the other person for who they are or what they
do, is an adequate definition (Barton et al., 2014; Gottman & Gottman, 2017). An alternate
exemplification is adequate levels of emotional intelligence among the spouses, and this element
is classified as the ability to understand why others react in certain ways, comprehend one’s own
feelings from an unbiased perspective, and know how to respond in various emotional situations
(Gottman & Gottman, 2017). Satisfaction with sexual intimacy in all forms is a very common
definition (Gadassi et al., 2016; Lazar, 2017). The same can be said for non-sexual intimacy and
quality time (Barton et al., 2014; Dush & Taylor, 2012). Finally, the use of empathetic
communication is a pervasive definition, and this aspect of marriage takes place when spouses
seek to understand what the other is thinking and feeling, striving to put themselves in their
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shoes and making this fact evident in their conversation (Gottman & Gottman, 2017; Lavner et
al., 2016).
Comparisons between Interpersonal Interactions and Marital Satisfaction. Most
researchers who examine the connections between interpersonal variables and MS variables use
marital education and enrichment programs, testing couples before and after their completion of
the programs to determine the efficacy of the enrichment (Barton et al., 2014; Carlson et al.,
2012). These programs ask couples questions about specific areas of their relationships, usually
including all the previously mentioned interpersonal interaction variables, to determine the
impact that these elements have on MS (Barton et al., 2014; Carlson et al., 2012). Similar
research designs employ a controlled laboratory setting to observe couples but still focus on the
same interpersonal interaction variables (Gottman & Gottman, 2017). Still other studies employ
phone interviews or written questionnaires, and each method has its own strengths and
weaknesses (Dush & Taylor, 2012; Lazar, 2017).
Caveats with Interpersonal Interactions as Variables. Scholars of marital quality posit
that comparing interpersonal interactions with MS can lead to biased results (Barton et al., 2014;
Dush & Taylor, 2012; Lazar, 2017). One cause of the bias is the fact that, oftentimes, only
couples with healthy marriages, or couples who have convinced themselves that they have
healthy marriages, will complete studies that analyze the relationships between interpersonal
interactions and marital quality (Barton et al., 2014). The longer a study is, the more likely that
couples will drop out, and this disproportionately affects couples in crisis (Dush & Taylor,
2012). In another vein, using secure attachment as a measure of marital quality might be flawed
because attachment could be moderated by personality compatibility between spouses (Ben-Ari
& Lavee, 2005; Burgess et al., 2015). Further, and perhaps most relevant to the dissertation,
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religious identification could be a lurking variable when discussing any level of sexual
satisfaction in marriage (Lazar, 2017). Religious populations may be less likely to participate in
or be honest about sexual issues in their marriages, so including sexual factors in such a study
can taint the results (Barton et al., 2014; Lazar, 2017).
Behavioral Alterations. Scholars have surmised that behavioral alterations within
marriage comprise another category of positive effects on MS, so certain studies explore marital
quality from this angle (Christensen et al., 2010; Gottman et al., 2015; Novak et al., 2018). Some
researchers define behavioral alterations as the successful outcomes of premarital counseling,
which typically involves an empirical assessment of relationship satisfaction both before and
after the experience, discussions on core areas of marriage, and homework designed to improve
the quality of their interactions with and actions for one another (Askari et al., 2012; Christensen
et al., 2010). Another definition of behavioral alterations is the replacement of negative actions
with healthier ones, and this concept pertains to marital partners not settling for the status quo in
their marriage but instead regularly communicating about how they can each do better and what
they can do to implement positive changes (Askari et al., 2012; Gottman et al., 2015).
Alternatively, some classify behavioral alterations as mutual forgiveness in marriage, which
occurs when the spouses intentionally and verbally forgive one another for whatever faults they
have or misdeeds they committed (Novak et al., 2018). Further, sacrifice in marriage, another
conceptualization of behavioral alterations, takes place when the partners put the relationship
above their personal needs and regularly find out how they can make their spouse’s life better
(Cohen et al., 2015; Gottman & Gottman, 2017).
Comparisons between Behavioral Alterations and Marital Satisfaction. As previously
mentioned, most comparisons between the variable of behavioral alterations with the variable of
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MS take place within the context of marriage counseling, whether premarital or post-marital
(Gottman et al., 2015; Gottman & Gottman, 2017). Empirical assessments determine the success
of the therapeutic education and homework by measuring the quantitative impact that behavioral
alterations have on marital quality (Christensen et al., 2010; Xie et al., 2018). Effective
communication skills and mutual forgiveness are elements that could be included in the
psychoeducation and homework portions of marriage counseling (Askari et al., 2012; Novak et
al., 2018).
Caveats with Behavioral Alterations as Variables. Comparing the variable of behavioral
alterations with the variable of MS is a very strong and methodologically sound method of
testing marital quality (Gottman et al., 2015; Gottman & Gottman, 2017). However, there are
limits to what scholars can achieve due to study participation rates (Luedtke & Sneed, 2018;
Salwen et al., 2017). For instance, although premarital counseling and professional counseling
have good success rates for couples who regularly attend and apply their education in their
everyday lives, not all couples participate in this type of marital support (Askari et al., 2012;
Christensen et al., 2010). Additionally, couples from ministry worker populations of the United
States may be less likely to seek out counseling because of the social stigma attached to therapy
(Salwen et al., 2017). If people close to the ministry found out that the ministry couple was in
counseling, it could be inferred that the couple was having marital problems (Luedtke & Sneed,
2018; Salwen et al., 2017). Therefore, due to the risk of SDB, assessing the MS of ministry
worker couples through the lens of counseling is not an effective methodology (Drumm et al.,
2017).
Work-Life Balance. Some research scholars have approached the analysis of marital
quality by comparing work-life balance with MS (Adkins & Premeaux, 2012; Zhang et al.,
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2013). One common category of work-life balance is general satisfaction with life, which is the
attitude that one’s central purpose is being fulfilled and that their lifestyle is balanced (Klumb et
al., 2017). Another conceptualization of work-life balance is the sharing of the workload of
family duties between both spouses, including equal distribution of household tasks, parenting,
shopping, and administrative errands (Hostetler et al., 2012; Masterson & Hoobler, 2015; Oshio
et al., 2013). A further definition of work-life balance, as it relates to marital partners, is
contentment with professional identities wherein each spouse is satisfied with their current
occupations, neither of which is causing stressful spillover that negatively affects the marriage
(Carnes, 2016; Ferguson et al., 2015).
Comparisons between Work-Life Balance and Marital Satisfaction. In the literature,
work-life balance and MS were often compared much the same way that other variables were
analyzed in conjunction with MS (Lavner & Clark, 2017; Md-Sidin et al., 2010; van Steenbergen
et al., 2014). Empirical assessments were given to couples, asking participants to disclose how
they felt that the variables of satisfaction with life, shared workload, and professional
contentment impacted their MS (Hou et al., 2019; Michel et al., 2011; Scorsolini-Comin & dos
Santos, 2012). These results were analyzed to determine the degree to which the variables
affected MS, and it was found that that positive perception of work-life balance was often
correlated with healthy marriages while negative perception of work-life balance tended to cause
discontent in marriage (Minnotte et al., 2010; Minnotte et al., 2015; Pedersen & Minnotte, 2012).
Caveats with Work-Life Balance as a Variable. As with other variables, however, there
are caveats to consider with the comparison between work-life balance and MS. For one,
scholars have demonstrated that people from ministry worker populations, especially in the
United States, are included to be unbalanced in their workloads (Drumm et al., 2017; Luedtke &
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Sneed, 2018). On top of this, those from ministry worker populations in the US are not
completely honest about how being overworked impacts their everyday lives (Salwen et al.,
2017). Ministry burnout is often precipitated by individuals not instituting self-care and believing
that they can take on more duties than they are able to (Fallon et al., 2013; Spencer et al., 2012).
Because of the prevalence of ministry burnout, which is a consequence of not having a realistic
outlook on workload, approaching MS from the angle of work-life balance is a not reliable
method for this dissertation (Luedtke & Sneed, 2018; Salwen et al., 2017).
Negative Effects on MS
In various studies, researchers have discovered that there are several factors that can
adversely affect MS, including childhood wounds, current negative behaviors, and life crises and
transitions (Roth et al., 2014; Lee, 2018). Much of the research in this area was directly focused
on the correlation between the variables, namely MS and the negative effects (Amato &
Patterson, 2016; Yarnoz-Yaben & Garmendia, 2016). Thus, though the finished work is adequate
to fill the gap that the dissertation intends to fill, the literature writers laid the groundwork for
this dissertation by prompting participants to explore how inner feelings impacted their MS
(Blais, 2020; Ricciardi et al., 2015).
Childhood Wounds. Some scholars have approached the study of marital quality by
analyzing how childhood wounds impact MS (Roth et al., 2014). One such wound found in the
literature is parental divorce, or the divorce of one or both spouses’ parents (Amato & Patterson,
2016; Lee, 2018). Another wound is parental conflict, which encapsulates experiences of tension
and unhealthy interactions between one or both spouses’ parents, usually while the spouse was a
child (Cui et al., 2016; Lee, 2018). A further wound is abuse and neglect from the family of
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origin, and this category includes physical abuse and neglect, sexual abuse and neglect, and
emotional-psychological abuse and neglect (Maneta et al., 2015; Nguyen et al., 2017).
Comparisons between Childhood Wounds and Marital Satisfaction. To test the
relationship between childhood wounds and MS, scholars screened participants for eligibility
before asking them to identify what wounds they had experienced during their respective
childhoods (Roth et al., 2014; Yarnoz-Yaben & Garmendia, 2016). The responses were recorded
and compared to MS using quantitative analysis (Roth et al., 2014; Yarnoz-Yaben & Garmendia,
2016). It was found that children of divorce tended to have distorted views of marriage
permanency, which negatively impacted their own marriages (Amato & Patterson, 2016).
Additionally, spouses who grew up with marital conflict between their parents were more likely
than those who grew up without parental conflict to either avoid conflict altogether or overuse
conflict in their own marriages (Cui et al., 2016; Lee, 2018). Further, any type of abuse and
neglect that a spouse experience during childhood was likely to spill over into their marriage
either through fear-based aggression or passive avoidance (Maneta et al., 2015; Nguyen et al.,
2017; Timmons et al., 2017).
Caveats with Childhood Wounds as Variables. Comparisons between childhood wounds
and MS in research designs are very strong indicators of MS because these studies, if there are
good participation rates, are able to uncover underlying feelings that are subtly impacting
everyday functioning (Maneta et al., 2015; Nguyen et al., 2017). This is a critical point to note
for this dissertation design. However, studies that involve sensitive topics like parental divorce,
parental conflict, childhood abuse, and childhood neglect tend to have low response rates due to
the nature of the subjects that are asked about (Bourne & Robson, 2013; Harling et al., 2017).
Thus, the topic of MS was not approached from the angle of childhood wounds since the
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population of ministry workers from the United States is already prone to SDB in studies
(Drumm et al., 2017; Luedtke & Sneed, 2018). Additionally, those from ministry worker
populations in the US are often not honest about their childhood wounds for one of two reasons
(Ginsberg, 2016; Salwen et al., 2017). For one, many people in ministry worker populations will
lie about childhood wounds to protect family reputations (Ginsberg, 2016). For another,
individuals in ministry worker populations are less likely to attend professional counseling,
which could uncover the childhood wounds that may be suppressed (Salwen et al., 2017).
Nonetheless, the method through which some scholars approach MS, namely by examining
childhood wounds, does contribute to the dissertation by providing a template for examining
participants’ underlying feelings and how these relate to MS, more of which was explored in a
later section (Pinto et al., 2019; Resch & Alderson, 2013; Witherow et al., 2016).
Current Negative Behaviors. A substantial number of scholars examine marital quality
by analyzing the impact of current negative behaviors on the variable of MS (Birditt et al., 2017;
Madhyastha et al., 2011). One variable of current negative behaviors is relationship neglect,
which is also known as failing to prioritize the marriage (Abbasi, 2017; Boerner et al., 2014).
Another type of negative behavior is extreme verbal conflicts, including attacking, blaming, and
taking out anger on the other spouse (Birditt et al., 2017; Markman et al., 2010). Further, poor
communication techniques, such as accusing rather than listening, are known in the literature to
be the negative behaviors that can affect MS (Cetinkaya & Gencdogan, 2017; Taniguchi &
Kaufman, 2014).
Comparisons between Current Negative Behaviors and Marital Satisfaction. In
research on marital quality, the impact that current negative behaviors have on MS is often
examined in the context of counseling or an experimental environment wherein couples are
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observed as they communicate (Madhyastha et al., 2011; Woszidlo & Segrin, 2013). Experts
make notes on the communication techniques and skills that they witness, and married couples
take empirical assessments before and after their experiences (Beach et al., 2014; Gottman &
Gottman, 2017). This approach to assessing marital quality is regarded as very sound and
evidence-based (Beach et al., 2014; Gottman et al., 2015).
Caveats with Current Negative Behaviors as Variables. Although it is clear from
scholars that current negative behaviors are detriments to MS and while studying negative
behaviors is an empirical method for analyzing marital quality, there are two main caveats to this
approach (Beach et al., 2014; Gottman & Gottman, 2017). For one, effectively examining and
documenting couples’ communication skills during therapy or in an experimental setting is
difficult to replicate (Beach et al., 2014; Gottman & Gottman, 2017). For another, when
researchers employ these research methods, they are left with small samples sizes due to low
participation rates (Beach et al., 2014; Gottman & Gottman, 2017). This is a major concern when
a population, like ministry workers from the United States, that is already prone to SDB is
analyzed (Drumm et al., 2017; Luedtke & Sneed, 2018).
Additionally, written questionnaires, especially electronic ones on marital conflicts face
unique threats (Brock et al., 2010; Crenshaw et al., 2017). It is highly likely that the severity of
marital problems is not accurately reported in such surveys (Brock et al., 2010; Crenshaw et al.,
2017). The study participants may either downplay the reality of their poor communication or
not fully comprehend their communication concerns (Brock et al., 2010; Crenshaw et al., 2017).
The existence of these threats implies that the current body of research on MS may be
incomplete (Brock et al., 2010; Crenshaw et al., 2017). Therefore, specific controls are needed in
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future studies about negative behaviors in marriage, and the research design of this dissertation
will include such controls.
Life Crises and Transitions. A further approach that scholars take to examining MS is
to analyze the impact that various life crises and transitions have on MS (Liang, 2015). In the
literature, one sub-category of life crises and transitions is family stress, which is defined as any
circumstances outside the family system that negatively impact their functioning (Ledermann et
al., 2010; Liang, 2015). Another sub-category is new parenthood (Dew & Wilcox, 2011; Kwok
et al., 2015). Physical and mental health issues are also considered part of life crises and
transitions (Li et al., 2016; McShall & Johnson, 2015). Further, trauma situations are the final
sub-category analyzed in the literature (Karney & Trail, 2017; Weinberg et al., 2018).
Comparisons between Life Crises and Transitions and Marital Satisfaction. After
screening survey respondents for appropriate fit, researchers used empirical questionnaires to
gather data (Chi et al., 2011; McShall & Johnson, 2015). Participants were required to answer
questions that inquired of their exposure to various trauma and stressful situations and that tested
their current marital quality (McShall & Johnson, 2015; Weinberg et al., 2018). In the end, it was
found that trauma and stress had detrimental impacts on MS when the crises were not mitigated
by professional help and social support (Karney & Trail, 2017; Rostami et al., 2013).
Caveats with Life Crises and Transitions as Variables. Though it is evident from the
literature that trauma and crises pose special threats to MS, these types of research designs are
very specific to certain populations (Karney & Trail, 2017; Liang, 2015). People may be less
likely to respond to surveys when they are in the midst of traumatic circumstances, making this
area of research inherently difficult (Ledermann et al., 2010; Liang, 2015). Therefore, this is not
a direction that this dissertation will go.
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Effective Measurement of Marital Satisfaction
When considering all the caveats with MS research that focuses on factors, some
literature writers have shown that there is an effective way to measure MS in social science
research so that the designs are not too difficult to implement, the populations are not too niche,
and the existence of confounding variables is not a threat (Ricciardi et al., 2015; Witherow et al.,
2016). Rather than relating various factors and elements to the variable of MS, some scholars
have found that it is more reliable to ask respondents to rate their private thoughts about their
personal experiences in their marriages (Blais, 2020; Ricciardi et al., 2015). This approach to
data collection has demonstrated efficacy in research that deals with sensitive topics like
discouragement, depression, trauma, and intimate sexual topics (Pinto et al., 2019; Resch &
Alderson, 2013; Witherow et al., 2016). Using basic questionnaires to derive respondents’
personal thoughts and feelings about marital quality is not only easy for nearly all populations to
participate in but is not confounded with outside variables such as childhood wounds, negative
behaviors, and crises (Kimmes et al., 2014; Lamela et al., 2020). Therefore, this model of
research was replicated for this dissertation.
Factors Influencing Ministry Hours Worked Per Week
The authors of the literature have discovered several different motivations for why
ministry workers want to work in ministries (Bickerton et al., 2014; Henderson, 2014; Kreis &
Diaz, 2021). Whereas ministry workers may begin their positions motivated by service to others,
this trend may not continue as office and paperwork duties can take much of a ministry workers'
time (Bickerton et al., 2014). This can lead to job dissatisfaction in some cases, but in other
circumstances, the ministry work may become solely motivated by the administrative tasks
(Bickerton et al., 2014). Some ministry work environments may be hostile to work-life balance,
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prompting ministry workers to be motivated to do ministry work because of occupational
expectations (Henderson, 2014). Some religious work environments are strict about how much
religious work must be completed, so workers in these types of circumstances may be more
motivated by fear than by desire to serve (Wahab, 2017). This fact is especially true in work
environments that contain policies that adhere to strict forms of Christianity (Kreis & Diaz,
2021). However, superiors of ministry work environments who value work-life balance are more
likely to foster ministry work satisfaction among their employees (Henderson, 2014).
However, despite the important findings, these research designs focused on highly
specific religious populations, which could have confounded the results (Bickerton et al., 2014;
Henderson, 2014; Kreis & Diaz, 2021). Nonetheless, the scholars who authored these studies did
contribute to the field by showing that there are often different motivations for ministry work
other than desires to serve others, especially in religious work environments where the superiors
foster an atmosphere of fear (Bickerton et al., 2014; Henderson, 2014; Kreis & Diaz, 2021).
Therefore, these findings are significant for the dissertation while also laying the groundwork for
the necessity of the doctoral research design by demonstrating that more research needs to be
conducted it what motivates ministry workers from the United States in their professions.
Results of Ministry Hours Worked Per Week
In the literature, authors have shown the duties of ministry workers in the US may require
these employees to dedicate more hours than is typical for a standard work week (Miles &
Proeschold-Bell, 2013; Webb & Chase, 2018). This might mean working 50 to 60 ministry hours
per week (Prevost, 2016; Wells et al., 2012). Due to these additional hours, ministry workers
may not have effective time to apply self-care and establish work-life boundaries (Spencer et al.,
2012). When ministry workers are unable to do this, ministry fatigue is very likely to set in
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(Snelgar et al., 2017). In many cases, this fatigue can produce ministry burnout and even
ministry termination (Elkington, 2013).
However, researchers have discovered ways that ministry workers can avoid burnout and
termination (Fallon et al., 2013). For instance, effective self-care can come in the form of healthy
non-work relationships, positive marital interactions, hobbies unrelated to ministry, and strong
spirituality (Francis et al., 2013; Pickett et al., 2017). Additionally, work-life boundaries can be
established through well-defined schedules that allocate specifically separate and distinct hours
for ministry and family (Lee, 2010; Wells et al., 2012). These facts further demonstrate the need
to study what current connections exist between MS and ministry hours worked per week.
Definition of Social Desirability Bias
In the literature, SDB has been defined as a tendency for survey respondents to answer
the questions in ways that would be pleasing and favorable to their culture and society rather
than to respond with truth that may be uncomfortable and not accepted by those around them
(Bergen & Labonte, 2019). SDB can be a threat to any study that deals with sensitive topics,
including some disparate issues like intimate partner violence (IPV), child abuse, and political
affiliation (Camerini & Schulz, 2018; Jaspaert & Vervaeke, 2014; Persson & Solevid, 2014).
Although research is often confidential and anonymous, participants may still answer hard
questions in ways that avoid giving them a bad reputation (Fernández-González et al., 2013;
Jaspaert & Vervaeke, 2014). This is especially true when respondents are asked about intimate
relationships and their satisfaction with these relationships (Jaspaert & Vervaeke, 2014;
Visschers et al., 2017). Further, online survey research could be more prone to SDB threats
(Persson & Solevid, 2014).
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Though not fully tested, some literature has indicated that SDB could be a threat to the
internal validity of surveys involving ministry workers from the United States (Drumm et al.,
2017; Luedtke & Sneed, 2018). As previously discussed, people from ministry worker
populations in the US may be more likely to conceal the truth when answering surveys about
sensitive topics because they want to protect their reputations and social circles (Drumm et al.,
2017; Luedtke & Sneed, 2018). For this reason, controls for SDB were included in the final
research design.
Consequences of Social Desirability Bias in Research Designs
When SDB is not properly controlled for in survey research, statisticians may not be
given accurate results in the data (Bergen & Labonte, 2019; Camerini & Schulz, 2018;
Fernández-González et al., 2013). If researchers did not include preventative measures in their
studies that kept SDB from clouding the data, their conclusions may not be considered reliable
(Jaspaert & Vervaeke, 2014; Persson & Solevid, 2014; Visschers et al., 2017). For instance,
sensitive issues like IPV, child health, and political affiliation may not be properly represented in
the literature because respondents may only give socially favorable answers to difficult questions
about these concepts (Camerini & Schulz, 2018; Jaspaert & Vervaeke, 2014; Persson & Solevid,
2014). Therefore, when the literature shows that SDB may be a concern with the topic of a
research design, as seems to be the case with populations of ministry workers from the US, the
researcher should use responsible controls for SDB (Drumm et al., 2017; Jaspaert & Vervaeke,
2014; Luedtke & Sneed, 2018).
Mitigation of Social Desirability Bias in Research
There are several empirical techniques that researchers use to mitigate the influence of
SDB in studies that deal with sensitive topics (Bergen & Labonte, 2019; Camerini & Schulz,
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2018; Fernández-González et al., 2013). One method is including questions that are likely to
elicit unrealistic responses, which raises red flags about the participant’s honesty (Jaspaert &
Vervaeke, 2014; Persson & Solevid, 2014; Visschers et al., 2017). Another approach is asking
about seemingly unrelated concepts to detect the consistency of the respondent’s answers
(Bergen & Labonte, 2019; Camerini & Schulz, 2018; Fernández-González et al., 2013). A
further way to expose SDB is including additional inquiries about what the participants think
other people think about the topics at hand (Jaspaert & Vervaeke, 2014; Persson & Solevid,
2014; Visschers et al., 2017). These findings have informed how the research design of this
dissertation will control for SDB threats (Lamela et al., 2020; Maroufizadeh et al., 2018;
Maroufizadeh et al., 2020; Omani-Samani et al., 2018).
Committed Relationships and Social Desirability Bias
Though there is little to no recent information in the literature on the relationship between
MS and SDB, there are studies on how SDB comes to play in surveys involving marriage and
other committed relationships (Graham et al., 2011; Krumpal, 2013; Zapien, 2017). Scholars
assert that when respondents who are in committed relationships, including marriages, are asked
questions relating to their experiences with their partners, they are more likely to both exaggerate
the positive nature of their interactions and downplay the negative aspects of their relationships
(Graham et al., 2011; Krumpal, 2013; Zapien, 2017). This includes the truth about infidelity,
personal sexual practices, and verbal communication because there appear to be tendencies to be
too idealistic when it comes to someone’s intimate relationships (Graham et al., 2011; Krumpal,
2013; Zapien, 2017). Therefore, there is a need for SDB controls in any research about
relationship satisfaction (Graham et al., 2011; Krumpal, 2013; Zapien, 2017).
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Religion and Social Desirability Bias
Although there is no current research on the impacts of SDB within Christian ministries
that are based in the United States, there is some literature on how religious populations may be
more prone to SDB when answering surveys on sensitive topics (Fastame et al., 2015;
Rasmussen et al., 2018). Studies show that those from traditional and fundamental religious
cultures might be more prone to skewing their responses to questions about subjects that they
would rather others not know about, such as pornography usage (Fastame et al., 2015;
Rasmussen et al., 2018). One article that did not focus on SDB demonstrated that there is a
tendency for ministry workers from the Christian subculture of the US, along with their family
members, to not accurately portray or share their true feelings with their peer groups, which
strongly suggests that SDB is present in research involving this population (Drumm et al., 2017).
Another study echoed these findings, and there are indications that SDB could influence the
number of ministry hours worked per week (Luedtke & Sneed, 2018). These discoveries only
strengthen what was previously known about the culture of ministry workers from the US and
further demonstrates the need for SDB controls in the research design of the dissertation
(Ginsberg, 2016; Koontz, 2015; Perry & Whitehead, 2016).
Marital Satisfaction and Religion
Traditionally, scholars have asserted that religious marriages, particularly those where
both spouses adhere to some form of Christianity, are stronger than non-religious marriages
(Bozhabadi et al., 2010; Olson et al., 2014; Perry, 2016). In the recent literature, there is some
support for the claim that the partners spending more time spent on shared religious experiences
tends to increase MS in religious marriages (Klausli, 2020; Olson et al., 2015). However, there is
a major caveat to these findings since many studies linking levels of religiosity to MS are skewed
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toward Caucasian and White European populations, and some research suggests that non-White
populations do not always follow this trend (Perry, 2016). Indeed, literature from multiple nonWhite cultures confirms that religious participation alone does not automatically constitute high
MS (Agu & Nwankwo, 2019; Fincham et al., 2011; Kasapoglu & Yabanigul, 2017). However,
being intentional in building up the relationship through forgiveness, collaborative prayer, and
healthy communication techniques can lead religious marriages to be stronger than non-religious
marriages as long as both partners are invested in the spiritual enrichment rather than just one
(Fincham et al., 2011; Kasapoglu & Yabanigul, 2017; Stinson et al., 2017). As such, studies
seem to indicate that predominantly White cultures consider general religious affiliation to be
sufficient for satisfactory MS while non-White cultures assert that effort beyond nominal
religious participation is needed (Agu & Nwankwo, 2019; Klausli, 2020; Perry, 2016). This
discrepancy seems to suggest that Caucasian-based cultures may be less honest in their responses
to MS research, which further demonstrates the need for the dissertation to fill a gap in the
literature (Fincham et al., 2011; Kasapoglu & Yabanigul, 2017; Perry, 2016).
Looking further into research that was mostly based on predominantly White cultures, it
was found that problems lurked beneath the surface of many visibly happy religious marriages
(David & Stafford, 2013; Moen et al., 2015; Parker et al., 2011). One study found that while a
perceived close relationship with God had some positive effects on MS, statistically, the nonreligious couples in the research design fared better than the religious ones did due to healthier
communication practices, which suggests that Caucasian religious cultures may not effectively
emphasize the importance of good marital communication (David & Stafford, 2013). An
exploration of young marriages within the Church of Jesus Christ and the Latter-Day Saints
(LDS) revealed that predominantly White religious cultures may tend to pressure young
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adherents into early marriage for social reasons, which can lead to marital problems in middle
adulthood if not moderated by adequate support at critical junctures (Moen et al., 2015).
Additionally, in a study of mainly Caucasian married parents of children with disabilities, which
could have been confounded by this variable, the mothers were more likely to have low MS in
the religious marriages of the sample because of extra workload and less decision-making power
(Parker et al., 2011). These findings also seem to suggest that there were differences in how
spouses in religious marriages publicly portrayed their MS and how they privately believed their
MS actually was (Parker et al., 2011). This was affirmed by a research design wherein increasing
religious involvement did not lead to significant increases in MS for the participating couples,
most of whom were White Americans, and increased religiosity in the wives actually decreased
the MS of the husbands (Rose et al., 2019). Further, other scholars found that first-time religious
marriages were more likely to report high MS in newlywed years than are second-time religious
marriages in the newlywed years, which were not any different than non-religious marriages, and
this study lacked controls for SDB (Schramm et al., 2012). All these discoveries cast doubt on
long-held beliefs that religious involvement automatically leads to higher MS and strengthen the
case for the dissertation, which will use SDB controls in a population that is prone to unrealistic
idealism when it comes to marriage (Parker et al., 2011; Rose et al., 2019; Schramm et al., 2012).
Marital Satisfaction and Ministry Hours Worked Per Week
What little research that has been conducted on MS within ministries based in the United
States has focused on how ministry stress negatively affects marital quality (Francis et al., 2013;
Johnson 2012; Kim et al., 2016). This ministry stress came about due to the demands of ministry
hours worked per week, which strained relationships between ministry workers and their spouses
by detracting from their quality time together (Johnson 2012; Kim et al., 2016; Lee, 2010).
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However, these studies were limited by small sample sizes and did not directly test the
relationship between ministry hours worked per week and MS scores (Francis et al., 2013;
Johnson 2012; Kim et al., 2016). Instead, they primarily focused on the perspectives of the
ministry workers’ spouses rather than on gathering responses from the ministry workers
(Johnson 2012; Kim et al., 2016; Lee, 2010).
Marital Satisfaction and Ministry Workers
Much like the scant information in the literature on the relationships between MS and
SDB and between ministry hours and SDB, there is little current research on the MS of ministry
workers from the United States (Booth et al., 1995; Cousineau et al., 2007; Hyun & Shin, 2010).
The seminal study that launched this dissertation is now considered outdated and self-admittedly
did not focus enough on MS (Cousineau et al., 2007). One very old study was designed to
measure the correlations between religious involvement and marital satisfaction among a sample
of over 2,000 married people from the US from 1980 to 1992, but the questionnaires used therein
were not empirically validated and only asked basic questions about how often the individuals
participated in religious activities and how satisfied they were with how their marital partners
behaved (Booth et al., 1995). The survey that was most similar to the dissertation study asked
640 Korean American pastors about their MS using the Kansas Marital Satisfaction Scale (KMS)
and Lee’s Marital Inventory (LMI), yet its own authors admitted that the results were likely
skewed by cultural expectations and by the lack of age diversity in the population (Hyun & Shin,
2010). Additionally, though empirically validated, neither the KMS nor the LMI include controls
for SDB (Hyun & Shin, 2010).
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Summary
As seen in this literature review, it is currently known that MS has various cultural
definitions but can generally be described as a married couple having successful conflict
resolution, compatible personalities, kinship, friendship, balanced roles, and shared values
(Babcock et al., 2013; Barton et al., 2014; Chi et al., 2013). MS is affected in many different
ways, both good and bad, but there are caveats to solely using these variables in this type of
research, and a more reliable way to explore this variable is to prompt respondents to discuss
their inner thoughts and feelings about their marriages (Blais, 2020; Gottman & Gottman, 2017;
Witherow et al., 2016). Also, ministry hours are usually defined as working either part-time or
full-time in a non-profit Christian organization, such as a church, a mission board, a relief
network, a charitable organization, an outreach program, or an informational group (Cousineau
et al., 2007; Kim et al., 2016; Williams & Harvey, 2002). Excessive ministry hours worked per
week can lead to burnout (Fallon et al., 2013; Francis et al., 2013; Pickett et al., 2017).
Additionally, SDB, which occurs when survey respondents answer research questions in ways
that would be more desirable to their peer group or culture rather than to respond with truth that
may be uncomfortable and not socially acceptable, can cause inaccurate test results when the
proper controls are lacking (Fernández-González et al., 2013; Jaspaert & Vervaeke, 2014;
Visschers et al., 2017). Scholars suggest that SDB is more likely to be present in studies
involving religious populations and questions about committed relationships, both of which are
contained within this research design of this dissertation (Bozhabadi et al., 2010; Drumm et al.,
2017; Fastame et al., 2015). Further, the long-held belief that religious marriages always fare
better with MS than do non-religious marriages is not empirically sound and has been called into
question with recent literature (Klausli, 2020; Krumpal, 2013; Perry, 2016).
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However, based on what has been seen in the literature review, the true impact of SDB on
research designs involving ministry is not known although SDB might impact how many hours
ministry workers put in each week (Booth et al., 1995; Cousineau et al., 2007; Hyun & Shin,
2010). Similarly, it is unclear how much SDB influences studies involving MS in ministry
worker populations (Booth et al., 1995; Cousineau et al., 2007; Hyun & Shin, 2010). In general,
there are few studies on MS within ministry worker populations and even fewer research designs
that directly address the existence and impacts of SDB in religious marriages (Booth et al., 1995;
Cousineau et al., 2007; Hyun & Shin, 2010). For these reasons, along with the findings that SDB
can be prevalent within religious populations and research that involves committed relationships,
the current dissertation is needed (Drumm et al., 2017; Graham et al., 2011; Zapien, 2017).
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Chapter Three: Methods
Overview
After reviewing the literature, research methods for the dissertation were established.
This involved identifying the research design, proposing research questions, formulating research
hypotheses, outlining how participants would be chosen, summarizing the setting and
instrumentation, discussing the procedures, and sharing how the data would be analyzed. To
inform the research methods, information was drawn from the conceptual framework,
definitions, and variables that were outlined in the literature review (Drumm et al., 2017;
Ginsberg, 2016; Spencer et al., 2012). Both the positives and the negatives of the design are
explored and summarized below.
Design
For the research design of this dissertation, two independent samples t-tests were
employed (Warner, 2013). This was done because researchers use independent samples t-tests
when the differences between the means of two independent populations are being analyzed
(Warner, 2013). In the current study, the differences between the means of two independent
groups were examined: a group of ministry workers who work excess hours beyond their
required hours and a group of ministry workers who do not work excess hours (Warner, 2013).
For one independent samples t-test, the differences in the mean SDB scores between the two
groups were analyzed; SDB scores were measured by the LD scale of the PRP. In the other
independent samples t-test, the group differences in the average MS scores, which were
measured by the CSI-32, were analyzed.
Analyzing the differences in mean SDB and MS scores between the two different
ministry worker groups is the purpose of the dissertation. An independent samples t-test is the
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most appropriate research design because the dissertation is examining the differences in means
between two independent groups (Warner, 2013). The two groups are known to be independent
because no participant appears in both groups (Warner, 2013).
Research Questions
In the literature review, it was revealed that ministry workers from the US may be at risk
for SDB, high ministry hours worked per week, and low true MS. Therefore, participants were
segregated into two different groups: ministry workers who worked more than their required
hours and ministry hours who did not work excess hours. The research questions were based on
these two groups, and the questions are as follows:
RQ1: Is there a difference in the average SDB scores, as measured by the LD scale of the
PRP, between ministry workers from the US who work excess ministry hours and those who do
not work excess ministry hours?
RQ2: Is there a difference in the average MS scores, as measured by the CSI-32, between
ministry workers from the US who work excess ministry hours and those who do not work
excess ministry hours?
Hypotheses
Based on the literature review, it was hypothesized that there would be differences
between the two groups of ministry workers (Drumm et al., 2017; Luedtke & Sneed, 2018;
Straus et al., 2010). It was hypothesized that there would be a difference in mean SDB scores
between the group of ministry workers who worked excess hours and the group of ministry
workers who did not work excess hours (Fallon et al., 2013; Spencer et al., 2012; Straus et al.,
2010). Also, it was hypothesized that there would be a difference in mean MS scores between the
two groups of ministry workers (Fallon et al., 2013; Spencer et al., 2012; Straus et al., 2010). The
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alternative hypotheses corresponded with the research questions of the dissertation and are as
follows:
Ha1: There will be a difference in the average SDB scores, as measured by the LD scale
of the PRP, between ministry workers from the USwho work excess ministry hours and those
who do not work excess ministry hours.
Ha2: There will be a difference in the average MS scores, as measured by the CSI-32,
between ministry workers from the US who work excess ministry hours and those who do not
work excess ministry hours.
Participants and Setting
The participants for this dissertation were recruited, using convenience sampling, from
churches, parachurch ministries, and Christian non-profit organizations based in the United
States. Using online research, a list of nearly 900 organizations from various regions of the
country was assembled. This list was contained within a spreadsheet and included necessary
contact information and notes to denote which organizations had been contacted and when they
were contacted. The spreadsheet that contained the contact information was kept confidential by
storing the spreadsheet in a password-protected cloud server that could only be accessed with
two-step identity verification.
To be eligible for the study, respondents had to be a ministry worker, as previously
defined by the literature review, and in a heterosexual marriage. The minimum desired sample
size was 100 total individuals. Statisticians state that 15 participants per independent group is the
required minimum sample size for an independent samples t-test (Warner, 2013). However, to
ensure strong data with more power, a minimum of 100 participants was desired.
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The research sample could, however, be subject to external and internal threats to
validity, such as confounding and situational influences (Flanelly et al., 2018; Lakens, 2013;
Warner, 2013). Confounding occurs in a study when lurking variables, which have not been
previously accounted for, unknowingly influence the results (Flanelly et al., 2018; Lakens, 2013;
Warner, 2013). Similarly, situational influences take place when unrelated factors, such as
participants' attitudes and circumstances inadvertently impacting their responses (Flanelly et al.,
2018; Lakens, 2013; Warner, 2013). Confounding could affect this dissertation if there is some
element that influences SDB or MS that was not detected in the research while situational
concerns could alter the results produced by the survey respondents if they answer the questions
in a biased frame of mind (Flanelly et al., 2018; Lakens, 2013; Warner, 2013).
Instrumentation
The beginning of the dissertation survey was a basic demographic and marital status
questionnaire similar to those used in previous studies involving marriage research (Babcock et
al., 2013; Barton et al., 2014; Chi et al., 2013). The full text of the questionnaire is seen in
Appendix A, and it includes questions asking respondents to identify their ethnicity, age bracket,
and denominational affiliation. There is also a question asking if the participant is currently in a
heterosexual marriage.
The next stage of the survey was a brief religious occupational inventory that was similar
to those that were used in previous studies that involved ministry workers (Cousineau et al.,
2007; Hyun & Shin, 2010; Kim et al., 2016). This inventory asked respondents if they worked
for a Christian nonprofit organization and, if so, what type. Then, participants were asked to
choose what number of hours per week they typically work as well as what their job description
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defines their hours to be, which is central to the overall dissertation. The full text of this
instrument is found in Appendix B.
The third element of the dissertation survey was the CSI-32, which was chosen because
of its questions that probe respondents’ personal thoughts and feelings, its reliability and validity,
its use as a benchmark for other MS instruments, its significant correlation with other empirical
tools, and its lack of cultural bias (Funk & Rogge, 2007; Lamela et al., 2020). The literature
review demonstrated that true MS is more effectively detected when research design participants
are prompted to share their internal emotions and beliefs (Blais, 2020; Pinto et al., 2019;
Witherow et al., 2016). The CSI-32 accomplishes this and demonstrates both convergent and
construct validity (Funk & Rogge, 2007). The validity of the CSI-32 was proven through its
intercorrelations with the Dyadic Adjustment Scale 32 (DAS-32), which was 0.91, the Marital
Assessment Test (MAT), which was 0.9, the Quality of Marriage Index (QMI), which was 0.85,
the Kansas Marital Satisfaction Scale (KMSS), which was 0.82, and the Relationship
Assessment Scale (RAS), which was 0.86 (Funk & Rogge, 2007). Also, the CSI-32 is often used
as a standard to measure other MS instruments by, such as the Revised Dyadic Adjustment Scale
(RDAS; Maroufizadeh et al., 2018; Maroufizadeh et al., 2020; Omani-Samani et al., 2018).
Further, the CSI-32, unlike other MS tests, is not susceptible to cultural bias due to its wording
(Lamela et al., 2020).
The CSI-32 is a series of 32 statements that prompt respondents to rate them on Likert
scales (Funk & Rogge, 2007). An example is “Please indicate the degree of happiness, all things
considered, of your relationship,” and it has the options of “Extremely Unhappy (0),” “Fairly
Unhappy (1),” “A Little Unhappy (2),” "Happy (3),” “Very Happy (4),” “(Extremely Happy
(5),” and “Perfect (6)” (Funk & Rogge, 2007). All other Likert scales range from 0 to 5 (Funk &
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Rogge, 2007). In contrast to the CSI-4 and the CSI-16, this doctoral design will use the CSI-32
because it has the most validity (Funk & Rogge, 2007; Lamela et al., 2020; Maroufizadeh et al.,
2020). The CSI-32 is scored by adding up the numbers chosen in each Likert scale; the higher
the final number, the higher the MS is (Funk & Rogge, 2007). The full text of the CSI-32 can be
found in Appendix C.
The final element of this dissertation survey was the LD scale of the PRP (Straus et al.,
2010; Visschers et al., 2017). This tool is used to control for SDB and has successfully done so
in in previous studies where SDB was a threat to validity, having an average Cronbach’s alpha
between 0.69 and 0.7 (Straus et al., 2010; Visschers et al., 2017). The LD scale consists of 13
yes/no questions that are designed to detect a person’s dishonesty and susceptibility to SDB;
some questions are regular questions while most of them are reverse questions that are scored
differently than the others (Straus et al., 2010; Visschers et al., 2017). Regular questions assign
one point for a “yes” answer and 0 points for a “no” answer while reverse questions give zero
points for a “yes” answer and 1 point for a “no” answer (Straus et al., 2010; Visschers et al.,
2017). The final score is found by adding up all the numbers, and a higher score indicates a
greater tendency to lie and conform to SDB (Straus et al., 2010; Visschers et al., 2017). The full
text of the LD scale can be found in Appendix D.
Procedures
Once Liberty University Institutional Review Board (IRB) approval was secured for the
research design of the dissertation, participants were recruited for the design by reaching out to
church and parachurch ministries via email or web-based contact form. These email addresses or
contact forms were obtained online by performing web searches for churches and other Christian
ministries that had headquarters within the United States. Web searches were performed by
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searching for ministries based on regions and cities. Sample search terms included “Orlando
church” or “Charlotte ministry.” All ministries on the first two pages of results for each search
were contacted. If the ministry had no public email addresses or contact forms, they were not
contacted.
The initial emails that were sent out shared that a doctoral student was studying marital
satisfaction among ministry workers in the United States and that this research design would aid
in the completion of the dissertation (see Appendix F). Prospects were notified in the email that
their participation is both optional and anonymous. They were told that each person who
completed the survey would be given the chance to be entered into a drawing for a $100 Amazon
gift card and other smaller prizes, including a $25 Amazon gift card, a $10 Amazon gift card, or
a $5 Amazon gift card. The first email also included a Qualtrics link that contained the
demographic questionnaire, the occupational inventory, the CSI-32, and the LD scale.
Roughly every 10 business days, a follow-up email was sent, and this process was
repeated until an adequate sample size is achieved. This follow-up email reminded recipients of
the initial email and included the same information that was in the first message (see Appendix
G). Additionally, to keep track of what ministries have been contacted and when, the ministries
that had been contacted were kept in a confidential spreadsheet. This spreadsheet included the
contact dates and was secured on a password-protected cloud server that could only be accessed
by using two-step identity verification. Until enough data was gathered, which was at least 100
complete responses, initial emails were sent out to at least 5 prospective organizations every
business day. This process ended once 959 contacts had been logged.
Once adequate data had been secured in Qualtrics, it was screened and sifted for
qualifying factors. Participants were removed from the final sample if they did not complete the
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survey in its entirety, were not 18 years of age, were not in a heterosexual marriage, or did not
work in a United States-based Christian ministry as a full-time or part-time employee. Overall,
12 incomplete or ineligible responses were removed from the final sample. Out of the total 203
survey responses received, 191 complete and eligible responses were selected for data analysis.
After the sample of the study had been finalized, Statistical Package for the Social Sciences
(SPSS) was used to run two independent samples t-tests on the data.
Data Analysis
Using SPSS, an independent samples t-test was run to determine if there were differences
in the mean SDB scores between a group of ministry workers who worked excess hours and a
group of ministry workers who did not work excess hours. During the data cleaning process, the
ministry hour variable that was used to divide the groups was a nominal variable; “yes” meant
that excess hours were worked while “no” meant no excess hours were worked. The mean SDB
score was a ratio variable. Because the two groups of ministry workers were known to be
independent and since the differences in ratio variable means were being analyzed, an
independent samples t-test was the most appropriate statistical analysis to utilize (Warner, 2013).
To test the second research question, SPSS was used to run an independent samples t-test
to analyze the differences, if any, between the mean MS scores of the two different groups of
ministry workers. Using the ministry hour variable, which was nominal variable, to delineate
between the groups, the two groups were ministry workers who worked more hours than were
stated in their job descriptions and ministry workers who did not work more hours. The mean
MS variable was a ratio variable. Since the two groups of ministry workers contained
independent data points and because differences in ratio variables were being tested, an
independent samples t-test was the most appropriate statistical analysis to utilize (Warner, 2013).
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After completing the two SPSS tests, the printouts were analyzed. An alpha value of 0.05
was used for significance in each test (Warner, 2013). Additionally, Cohen’s d was used to
analyze effect size, desiring at least a medium (0.5) or larger score (Warner, 2013). Further,
Levene’s test for homogeneity of variance was run by SPSS to determine whether the variances
between the two groups were equal.
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Chapter Four: Findings
Overview
After running the statistical tests in SPSS, the descriptive statistics were analyzed, and the
initial hypotheses was reviewed. This process included determining whether proper assumptions
were met. The details are summarized below.
Descriptive Statistics
After running an independent samples t-test in SPSS, the descriptive statistics in the
readouts were analyzed, including the sample size, mean, and standard deviation for each group
and variable. In the group of ministry workers who did not work excess hours beyond what was
stated in their job descriptions, there were 132 participants. Conversely, there were 59
participants in the group of ministry workers who did work excess hours. The mean CSI-32 score
for those who did not work excess ministry hours was 134.61 while the mean LD score of this
group was 6.38; the standard deviations were 22.72 and 2.64, respectively. For the group of
ministry workers who did work excess ministry hours, the mean CSI-32 score was 131.53, and
the mean LD score for this group was 6.56; the standard deviations were 18.82 and 3.03,
respectively. The complete descriptive statistics can be seen in the table below.
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Table 1
Descriptive Statistics
Variable

Excess Hours Not Worked

Excess Hours Worked

LD Score Sample Size

132

59

CSI-32 Score Sample Size

132

59

LD Score Mean

6.38

6.56

134.61

131.53

LD Score Standard Deviation

2.64

3.03

CSI-32 Score Standard Deviation

22.72

18.82

CSI-32 Score Mean

Results
After analyzing the descriptive statistics, the initial hypotheses was revisited. In doing so,
the normality of the variables had to be proved. The results are summarized below.
Hypothesises
The first hypothesis of the dissertation was that there would be a difference between the
mean LD scores of ministry workers who did and did not work excess ministry hours. The
normality of the LD variable was proven using a histogram. The results are shown below.
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Figure 1
Histogram of LD Scores

Using an alpha level of 0.05, the independent samples t-test for difference in LD scores
between the two groups was run. However, before the independent samples t-test could be
conducted, Levene’s Test for Equality of Variances had to be run to test the homogeneity of
variance. This test is a test for homogeneity of variance that is run to determine whether two
independent samples have equal variances (Warner, 2013). In this case, Levene’s Test for
Equality of Variances was found to be violated for the LD variable, F(1,189) = 1.65, p = 0.20.
Because of this violation of assumption of homogeneity of variance, Welch's t-test was used.
The Welch’s t-test, which is the independent samples t-test that must be run when
variances between two independent samples are unequal (Warner, 2013), produced the following
results. The 132 survey respondents who did not work excess ministry hours (M = 6.38, SD =
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2.64) did not have significantly different LD scores from the 59 participants who worked excess
ministry hours (M = 6.56, SD = 3.03). The effect size for this test (d = -0.07) was found to be
very small according to Cohen’s standards (Warner, 2013). Therefore, the results of this Welch’s
t-test were not found to be statistical significant, t(99.08) = -0.40, p = 0.69.
The second hypothesis of the dissertation was that there would be a difference between
the mean CSI-32 scores of ministry workers who did and did not work excess ministry hours.
The normality of the CSI-32 was proven using a histogram. The results are shown below.
Figure 2
Histogram of CSI-32 Scores

Using an alpha level of 0.05, the independent samples t-test for difference in CSI-32
scores between the two groups was run. However, before the independent samples t-test could be
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conducted, Levene’s Test for Equality of Variances had to be run to test the homogeneity of
variance. Levene’s Test for Equality of Variances was found to be violated for the CSI-32
variable, F(1,189) = 0.04, p = 0.83. Because of this violation of assumption of homogeneity of
variance, Welch's t-test was used.
The Welch’s t-test yielded the following results. The 132 survey respondents who did not
work excess ministry hours (M = 134.61, SD = 22.72) did not have significantly different CSI-32
scores from the 59 participants who worked excess ministry hours (M = 131.53, SD = 18.82).
The effect size for this test (d = 0.14) was found to be small according to Cohen’s standards
(Warner, 2013). Therefore, the results of this Welch’s t-test were not found to be statistical
significant, t(133.13) = 0.98, p = 0.33.
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Chapter Five: Conclusions
Overview
Following the analysis of the results, the implications of the statistical results were
examined. As a part of the examination, the findings of the study were compared with the
findings from the literature review. Afterward, the results were pondered to determine what these
findings could mean for the field of marriage and family therapy. This, in turn, led to
recommendations for future research.
Discussion
The purpose of this dissertation was to determine if there was a difference in MS and
SDB between two groups of ministry workers from the US: one group that worked excess
ministry hours beyond their required hours and one group that did not work excess hours. As a
result, the first research question was posed: is there a difference in SDB, as measured by the LD
scale, between the two groups of ministry workers? Additionally, the second research question
was posed: is there a difference in MS, as measured by the CSI-32, between the two groups of
ministry workers?
According to the results of the statistical analysis, ministry workers who worked more
than their required ministry hours are not any more prone to SDB than ministry workers who do
not work excess hours. These findings seem to contradict suggestions in the literature that
insinuate a connection between ministry culture and increased SDB (Ginsberg, 2016; Koontz,
2015; Perry & Whitehead, 2016). Some sources have implied that ministry workplaces in the US
might foster a culture that is favorable to the development of SDB (Drumm et al., 2017; Luedtke
& Sneed, 2018). Additionally, in the past, scholars asserted that ministry worker populations are
more prone to high SDB scores than other populations (Fastame et al., 2015; Rasmussen et al.,
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2018). Nonetheless, based on the results of this dissertation, it cannot be definitively said that
working excessive ministry hours leads to higher SDB score.
Based on the statistical results of this dissertation, ministry workers who worked excess
ministry hours beyond their required hours do not have significantly different MS than ministry
workers who do not work excess hours. However, these findings seem to disagree with what was
found in the literature regarding the MS of ministry workers (Fallon et al., 2013; Francis et al.,
2013; Johnson, 2012). Scholars have asserted that ministry worker populations tend to have
lower true MS than the general population (David & Stafford, 2013; Moen et al., 2015; Parker et
al., 2011). Also, previous research has indicated that excessive ministry work has a negative
correlation with the MS of ministry workers because of the culture of ministries in the United
States (Drumm et al., 2017; Johnson, 2012; Kim et al., 2016). Further, some experts in the field
have asserted that personal MS is not a priority of many ministry workers from the US (Dumm et
al., 2017; Lee, 2010; Spencer et al., 2012). Therefore, it is possible that there were lurking
variables that contributed to the divergent results of the dissertation.
Implications
This study has implications for the field of marriage and family therapy. Based on the
research that was conducted, marital counseling professionals can glean that ministry workers
from American cultures do not necessarily have higher SDB or lower MS because they work
more ministry hours than they are required to work. From a Christian worldview, this would
imply that doing more work in the name of Jesus does not lead to negative personal or marital
consequences. These implications are in line with what scholars in the field have previously
asserted (Garland, 2012; Kostenberger & Jones, 2010; Parrot & Parrot, 2015).
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Limitations
This dissertation was not without limitations; the divergent nature of the results suggested
that there were lurking variables that influenced the results of the study (Warner, 2013). One
category of limitations is threats to external validity (Warner, 2013). One such threat is the fact
that some responses to the survey could have been impacted by outside factors, such as
distractions, personal feelings, seasonal considerations, or workplace pressures. Another threat to
external validity could have been the motivation to complete the survey to be entered into the
drawing for the gift cards.
An additional category of limitations in this study is threats to internal validity (Warner,
2013). This category of limitations includes lurking variables that could have been present in the
data collection, which might have caused there to be no difference in SDB and MS between the
two groups (Warner, 2013). A lurking variable is a variable that was not addressed in the study
but could have secretly impacted the results (Warner, 2013). Also, this study was limited by the
fact that data collection lasted less than six months and was confined to only ministry workers
from the United States, which prevented a larger sample size from being collected. Because
prospective organizations were collected using convenience sampling, some eligible
organizations could have been overlooked, especially if some regions of the country were not
included in the study. Had the overlooked organizations been included in the study, there could
have been different outcomes. Further, the ministry hours that the participants considered to be
excessive may have been under-reported if the participants did not believe that working more
than their stated hours was a negative element.
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Recommendations for Future Research
Despite the limitations, this dissertation contributed to the field by becoming a potential
catalyst for similar research. Future researchers might consider recruiting one group of nonministry workers and one group of ministry workers to determine if there are differences in SDB
and MS between the two populations. The current research design was limited to only ministry
workers within the United States, so future research might include other countries to contrast the
differences between nationalities. Further, comparing the SDB and MS of diverse subcultures
within US-based ministries could be another direction for future research.
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Appendix A
Demographic Questionnaire
1. Select your age bracket:
Under 18

18-25

26-35

36-45

46-55

56-65

66-75

76+

2. What ethnicity do you most closely identify with?
Asian/Pacific Islands
White/Caucasian

Black/African American

Biracial/Mixed Race

Hispanic/Latino

Other

3. Are you currently in a heterosexual marriage?
Yes

No

4. What Christian denomination do you most closely identify with?
Anabaptist/Amish/Mennonite
Charismatic/Pentecostal
Non-Denominational

Anglican/Episcopalian

Lutheran
Other

Methodist

None of these

Baptist

Presbyterian

Catholic
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Appendix B
Occupational Inventory
1. Is your employer a Christian nonprofit organization?
Yes

No

2. Which of the following most closely describes your place of work?
Church

Mission Board

Outreach Program

Relief Network

Informational Group

Charitable Organization
Other

3. On a regular basis, how many hours per week do you typically work at your place of
employment?
24 hours or less

25-35

36-45

46-55

56-65

66+

4. According to your job description (i.e., hiring paperwork), how many hours per week are
you expected to work at your place of employment?
24 hours or less

25-35

36-45

46-55

56-65

66+

92
Appendix C
Couples Satisfaction Index (CSI-32)
Please indicate the degree of happiness, all things considered, of your relationship.
Extremely
Unhappy
0

Fairly
Unhappy
1

A Little
Unhappy
2

Very
Happy
4

Happy
3

Extremely
Happy
5

Perfect
6

Most people have disagreements in their relationships. Please indicate below the approximate extent of
agreement or disagreement between you and your partner for each item on the following list.

Amount of time spent together
Making major decisions
Demonstrations of affection

Always
Agree

Almost
Always
Agree

Occasionally
Disagree

Frequently
Disagree

Almost
Always
Disagree

Always
Disagree

5
5
5

4
4
4

3
3
3

2
2
2

1
1
1

0
0
0

All
the
time

Most
of the
time

More
often
than not

Occasionally

Rarely

Never

5

4

3

2

1

0

0

1

2

3

4

5

Not
at all
TRUE

A
little
TRUE

Somewhat
TRUE

Mostly
TRUE

Almost
Completely
TRUE

0
0

1
1

2
2

3
3

4
4

5
5

0
5

1
4

2
3

3
2

4
1

5
0

0
0

1
1

2
2

3
3

4
4

5
5

0

1

2

3

4

5

0

1

2

3

4

5

5

4

3

2

1

0

0
0
0

1
1
1

2
2
2

3
3
3

4
4
4

5
5
5

In general, how often do you think that things between
you and your partner are going well?
How often do you wish you hadn’t gotten into this
relationship?

I still feel a strong connection with my partner
If I had my life to live over, I would marry (or live
with / date) the same person
Our relationship is strong
I sometimes wonder if there is someone else out
there for me
My relationship with my partner makes me happy
I have a warm and comfortable relationship with my
partner
I can’t imagine ending my relationship with my
partner
I feel that I can confide in my partner about virtually
anything
I have had second thoughts about this relationship
recently
For me, my partner is the perfect romantic partner
I really feel like part of a team with my partner
I cannot imagine another person making me as
happy as my partner does

Completel
TRUE
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Not
at all

A
little

Somewhat

Mostly

Almost
Completely

Completely

How rewarding is your relationship with your
partner?
How well does your partner meet your needs?

0

1

2

3

4

5

0

1

2

3

4

5

To what extent has your relationship met your
original expectations?
In general, how satisfied are you with your
relationship?

0

1

2

3

4

5

0

1

2

3

4

5

Worse than all others
(Extremely bad)

0

How good is your relationship compared to most?

Never

0
0

Do you enjoy your partner’s company?
How often do you and your partner have fun
together?

1

2

Less than
once a
month

1
1

3

4

Better than all others
(Extremely good)

5

Once or
twice a
month

2
2

Once or
twice a
week

3
3

Once
a day

For each of the following items, select the answer that best describes how you feel about your
relationship. Base your responses on your first impressions and immediate feelings about the item.
INTERESTING
BAD
FULL
LONELY
STURDY
DISCOURAGING
ENJOYABLE

5
0
5
0
5
0
5

4
1
4
1
4
1
4

3
2
3
2
3
2
3

2
3
2
3
2
3
2

1
4
1
4
1
4
1

0
5
0
5
0
5
0

BORING
GOOD
EMPTY
FRIENDLY
FRAGILE
HOPEFUL
MISERABLE

PERMISSION FOR USE: We developed the CSI scales to be freely available for research
and clinical use. No further permission is required beyond this form and the authors will not
generate study-specific permission letters.
SCORING: To score the CSI-32, you simply sum the responses across all of the items. The
point values of each response of each item are shown above. NOTE – When we present the scale
to participants, we do not show them those point values. We just give them circles to fill in (on
pen-and-paper versions) or radio buttons to click (in online surveys) in place of those point
values.
INTERPRETATION: CSI-32 scores can range from 0 to 161. Higher scores indicate higher
levels of relationship satisfaction. CSI-32 scores falling below 104.5 suggest notable relationship
dissatisfaction.

4
4

More
often

5
5
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CITATION: If you are using this scale, then you should cite the research article validating it as
follows:
Funk, J.L., & Rogge, R.D. (2007). Testing the Ruler with Item Response Theory: Increasing
Precision of Measurement for Relationship Satisfaction with the Couples Satisfaction Index.
Journal of Family Psychology, 21, 572-583.
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Appendix D
The Limited Disclosure (LD) Scale of the Personal and Relationships Profile (PRP)
The PRP is in the public domain due to the death of the author, Dr. Murray Straus.
1. I sometimes try to get even rather than forgive and forget.
Yes

No

2. There have been occasions when I took advantage of someone.
Yes

No

3. There have been times when I was quite jealous of the good fortune of others.
Yes

No

4. I sometimes feel resentful when I don’t get my way.
Yes

No

5. I am sometimes irritated by people who ask favors of me.
Yes

No

6. There have been times when I have felt like rebelling against people in authority even
though I knew they were right.
Yes

No

7. I have never deliberately said something that hurt someone’s feelings.
Yes

No

8. No matter who I am talking to I am always a good listener.
Yes

No

9. On a few occasions, I have given up doing something because I have thought too little of
my ability.
Yes

No
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10. I have never been irked when people expressed ideas very different from my own.
Yes

No

11. It is sometimes hard for me to go on with my work if I am not encouraged.
Yes

No

12. I am always courteous, even to people who are disagreeable.
Yes

No

13. I’m always willing to admit it when I make a mistake.
Yes

No
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Appendix E
Permission Request Template – Email Address
[Insert Date]
[Recipient]
[Title]
[Company]
[Address 1]
[Address 2]
[Address 3]
Dear [Recipient]:
As a graduate student in the School of Behavioral Sciences at Liberty University, I am
conducting research as part of the requirements for a doctoral degree. The title of my research
project is Social Desirability Bias, Ministry Hours Worked Per Week, and Marital Satisfaction:
A Study of Ministry Workers Living in the United States. The purpose of my research is to
analyze the impact that social desirability bias has on the marital satisfaction of ministry
workers, as moderated by ministry hours worked per week.
I am writing to request your permission to contact the members of your staff to invite
them to participate in my research study. If you choose to grant permission, I ask that you either
provide me with employee contact information or send out an email request to your employees
on my behalf.
Participants will be asked to complete an online survey. Participants will be presented
with informed consent information prior to participating. Taking part in this study is completely
voluntary, and participants are welcome to discontinue participation at any time. All data will be
anonymous; no provided information will allow participants to be personally identified.
Thank you for considering my request. If you choose to grant permission for your staff
members to participate in this study, please respond by email to [email redacted]. A permission
letter template is attached for your convenience; if you choose to grant permission, please fill out
and send back the attached document.
Sincerely,
Justin Geiger
Doctoral Student
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Appendix F
Permission Request Template – Contact Form
[Insert Date]
[Recipient]
[Title]
[Company]
[Address 1]
[Address 2]
[Address 3]
Dear [Recipient]:
As a graduate student in the School of Behavioral Sciences at Liberty University, I am
conducting research as part of the requirements for a doctoral degree. The title of my research
project is Social Desirability Bias, Ministry Hours Worked Per Week, and Marital Satisfaction:
A Study of Ministry Workers Living in the United States. The purpose of my research is to
analyze the impact that social desirability bias has on the marital satisfaction of ministry
workers, as moderated by ministry hours worked per week.
I am writing to request your permission to contact the members of your staff to invite
them to participate in my research study. If you choose to grant permission, I ask that you either
provide me with employee contact information or send out an email request to your employees
on my behalf.
Participants will be asked to complete an online survey. Participants will be presented
with informed consent information prior to participating. Taking part in this study is completely
voluntary, and participants are welcome to discontinue participation at any time. All data will be
anonymous; no provided information will allow participants to be personally identified.
Thank you for considering my request. If you choose to grant permission for your staff
members to participate in this study, please respond by email to [email redacted] with a point of
contact to whom I can email the permission letter template.
Sincerely,
Justin Geiger
Doctoral Student
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Appendix G
Permission Grant Template
[Insert Date]
[Recipient]
[Title]
[Company]
[Address 1]
[Address 2]
[Address 3]
Dear Justin:
After careful review of your research proposal entitled Social Desirability Bias, Ministry
Hours Worked Per Week, and Marital Satisfaction: A Study of Ministry Workers Living in the
United States, we have decided to (choose one):
[grant you permission to contact our staff and invite them to participate in your study. We
will provide you with contact information for our staff members.]
[share recruitment information and the online survey with our staff members on your
behalf].
[decline participation in the study at this time.]
Sincerely,
[Your Name]
[Your Title]
[Your Company/Organization]
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Appendix H
Informed Consent
Title of the Project: Social Desirability Bias, Ministry Hours Worked Per Week, and
Marital Satisfaction: A Study of Ministry Workers Living in the United States
Principal Investigator: Justin Geiger, Doctoral Student (Liberty University)
Invitation to be Part of a Research Study
You are invited to participate in a research study. To be eligible to participate, you must
be eighteen years or older, in a heterosexual marriage, and working at least twenty hours per
week in a United States-based Christian ministry. Taking part in this research project is
voluntary.
Please take time to read this entire form and ask questions before deciding whether to
take part in this research project.
What is the study about and why is it being done?
The purpose of the study is to analyze the impact that social desirability bias has on the
marital satisfaction of people working in ministries based in America, as moderated by the
number of hours they work per week. I want to determine to what degree social desirability bias,
marital satisfaction of ministry workers, and ministry hours worked per week impact each other.
What will happen if you take part in this study?
If you agree to be in this study, I would ask you to do the following things:
1. Complete a brief demographic questionnaire that should take no more than 2 minutes.
2. Complete an occupational inventory should take no more than 3 minutes.
3. Complete a marital satisfaction assessment that should take no more than 12 minutes to
complete.
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How could you or others benefit from this study?
Participants should not expect to receive a direct benefit from taking part in this study.
Benefits to society include better understanding how the number of ministry hours
worked per week impact the marital satisfaction of ministry workers, which could improve
marital quality among Christians.
What risks might you experience from being in this study?
The risks involved in this study are minimal, which means they are equal to the risks you
would encounter in everyday life. However, it is strongly recommended that this survey is
taken in a private place where other individuals cannot see your answers.
How will personal information be protected?
The records of this study will be kept private. Research records will be stored securely,
and only the researcher will have access to the records. Participant responses will be anonymous,
which means that the researcher will not be able to link the data to the specific participants who
provided the data. Data will be stored on a password-locked computer and may be used in future
presentations. After three years, all electronic records will be deleted.
How will you be compensated for being part of the study?
Participants may be compensated for participating in this study by being entered into a
drawing for a chance to win $100 Amazon gift card, a $25 Amazon gift card, a $10 Amazon gift
card, or a $5 Amazon gift card. In a separate survey following the online survey, participants can
enter their email addresses to be entered into the drawing. To maintain anonymity, the responses
to the drawing survey will remain separate from the responses to the main survey.

102
Is study participation voluntary?
Participation in this study is voluntary. Your decision whether to participate will not
affect your current or future relations with Liberty University. If you decide to participate, you
are free to not answer any question or withdraw at any time prior to submitting the survey
without affecting those relationships.
What should you do if you decide to withdraw from the study?
If you choose to withdraw from the study, please exit the survey and close your internet
browser.
Whom do you contact if you have questions or concerns about the study?
The researcher conducting this study is Justin A. Geiger. You may ask any questions you
have now. If you have questions later, you are encouraged to contact him at [phone number
redacted] or [email redacted]. You may also contact the researcher’s faculty sponsor, Dr. Susan
Capri Brooks, at [email redacted].
Whom do you contact if you have questions about your rights as a research participant?
If you have any questions or concerns regarding this study and would like to talk to
someone other than the researcher, you are encouraged to contact the Institutional Review
Board, 1971 University Blvd., Green Hall Ste. 2845, Lynchburg, VA 24515 or email at [email
redacted].

Disclaimer: The Institutional Review Board (IRB) is tasked with ensuring that human
subjects research will be conducted in an ethical manner as defined and required by federal
regulations. The topics covered and viewpoints expressed or alluded to by student and faculty
researchers are those of the researchers and do not necessarily reflect the official policies or
positions of Liberty University.
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Your Consent
Before agreeing to be part of the research, please be sure that you understand what the
study is about. You can print a copy of the document for your records. If you have any questions
about the study later, you can contact the researcher using the information provided above.

I have read and understood the above information. I have asked questions and have
received answers. By selecting yes and proceeding to the survey, I consent to participate in the
study.
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Appendix I
Initial Recruitment Email
Dear Ministry Worker:
As a doctoral student in the School of Behavioral Sciences at Liberty University, I am
conducting research as part of the requirements for my doctoral degree. The purpose of my
research is to determine the impact that social desirability bias has on the marital satisfaction of
ministry workers, as moderated by ministry hours worked per week, and I am writing to invite
eligible participants to join my study.
Participants must be 18 years of age or older, currently in a heterosexual marriage, and
working at least 20 hours per week in a United States-based Christian ministry setting.
Participants, if willing, will be asked to complete a brief online survey that should take no more
than 20 minutes to finish. Participation will be completely anonymous, and no personal,
identifying information will be collected.
To participate, please click here (include hyperlink to online survey). The first step will
be to review the informed consent form, which should take no more than 3 minutes. The second
step is to complete a brief demographic questionnaire that should take no more than 2 minutes.
Then, the occupational inventory should take no more than 3 minutes. Finally, the marital
satisfaction portion should take no more than 12 minutes to complete.
A consent document is provided as the first page of the survey. The consent document
contains additional information about my research. After you have read the consent form, please
click the button to proceed to the survey. Doing so will indicate that you have read the consent
information and would like to take part in the survey.
Participants will have the option to be entered in a drawing to receive a $100 Amazon gift
card, a $25 Amazon gift card, a $10 Amazon gift card, or a $5 Amazon gift card.
Sincerely,
Justin Geiger
Doctoral Student
[phone number redacted] // [email redacted]
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Appendix J
Follow-Up Recruitment Email
Dear Ministry Worker:
As a doctoral student in the School of Behavioral Sciences at Liberty University, I am
conducting research as part of the requirements for my doctoral degree. Ten days ago, an email
was sent to you inviting you to participate in a research study. This follow-up email is being sent
to remind you, if you would like to participate and have not already done so, to complete the
survey that was included in that email. The deadline for participation is MM/DD/YY.
If you choose to participate, you will be asked to complete a brief online survey that
should take no more than 20 minutes to finish. Participation will be completely anonymous, and
no personal, identifying information will be collected.
In order to participate, please click here (include hyperlink to online survey). The first
step will be to review the informed consent form, which should take no more than 3 minutes.
The second step is to complete a brief demographic questionnaire that should take no more than
2 minutes. Then, the occupational inventory should take no more than 3 minutes. Finally, the
marital satisfaction portion should take no more than 12 minutes to complete.
A consent document is provided as the first page of the survey. The consent document
contains additional information about my research. After you have read the consent form, please
click the button to proceed to the survey. Doing so will indicate that you have read the consent
information and would like to take part in the survey.
Participants will have the option to be entered in a drawing for a chance to receive a $100
Amazon gift card, a $25 Amazon gift card, a $10 Amazon gift card, or a $5 Amazon gift card.
Sincerely,
Justin Geiger
Doctoral Student
[phone number redacted] // [email redacted]
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Appendix K
Optional Drawing Survey
1. Would you like to be entered into a drawing for a $100 Amazon gift card, a $25 Amazon
gift card, a $10 Amazon gift card, or a $5 Amazon gift card?
Yes

No

2. Please provide the email address at which you would like to be contacted if you are
selected as a winner. To preserve anonymity, the email address you provide here will not
be linked to your survey response.
____________________________________________________________

